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DECLARATION OF GARY L. NOBLE 

C r i c k e t  Televis ion Commerc ia l  

Pursuant  tu 47 C.17.R. 5 1.16, G a r y  L. Nohle declares as follows. 

1. M y  name 1s Gary L. Noble. T ; i m  employed as a n  Executive 

Manager by Albuqiierquc llcdia Monitoring, a New Mexico elertronic clipping 

ngenr) .  M y  business a d d  

NCLV Munico 87110. 

is 7911 h luunta in  Riiacl NE, Suite G ,  Alhuquerque, 

2. Attached to this declaration. as Exh. GLN-Cricket-1, is i 

~ p t  o f a  Cnclrcr  television coimn?rciaI l h n t  was hroadcnst i i i  the Albuquerque  

T\lu(lia Viirket un February 20, 2003 at approximately 10:45 p . m .  nn channel 7 

(KOATjARC affiliate) 

cuinmcrcial can bc v lcwed at  http:iiwww.qwt.st.coinlabuiitipnlicylldReentryifil~s- 

jan I Slrnultimed~~lcricket_spot,mpg. 

I personally tmnscrihed the Cricket commerc ia l .  'l'hd Crickct 

3 'This concludes my dcclnration. 



VERIFICATION 

I declare under penalty of perjury that  the foregoing is true 

and correct. 



EXHIBIT CLN-CRICKET-] 

EXHIBIT GLN-CRICKET-1 

CERTIFIED TRANSCRIPT OF CRICKET 
TELEVISION COMMERCIAL 



Cricket Television Commercial 

7 seconds of music and home telephones moving out of houses on to the street as crickets 
carry them down the street and throw them off a cliff.. , 

Announcer: Everywhere you look home phones are being replaced; by Cricket. Cricket 
service works just like your home phone with all the local calls you want for one low 
predictable price plus plenty of free long distance, so why pay for both. Cricket, i t  could 
be your only phone. 

Get a hundred dollars off any Cricket phone, buy a Nokia and get fifty dollars in free 
movies. 

Certification: 

I Gary L. Noble, certify this Cricket commercial was broadcast in the Albuquerque 
Media Market on February 20,2003 at approximately 10:45 p m .  on channel 7 
(KOAT/ABC affiliate). 1 personally transcribed the commercial based on the audio 
provided. 

Gary L. Noble 
Executive Manager 
Albuquerque Media Monitoring 
791 1 Mountain Rd. NE, Ste. G 
Albuquerque, NM 871 10 
505-266-6037 
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REPLY DECLARATION OF  LYNN M V NOTARIANNI 
& CHRISTIE L. DOHERTY 

Checkl is t  Item 2 of Sec t ion  271(c)(2)(B) 
Opera t ions  S u p p o r t  Sys t ems  

1 Pui~iuant  to  47 C F R 3 1 16, Lynn M V Notarianni and 

Christie L. Dohcrty declarc a s  follows: 

2. My namc is Lynn M V Notarianni. I am a Senior Director 

iii Qwcst IT, Inc., a unit of Qwest. My business address is 930 15th Street, 

Denver, Colorado 80202. I a m  the Declarant in connection with Sections I, 11, 

IIl(B) and (D) of this Reply Declaration 

3. My name is Christie L. Dohcrty-. 1 am Vice President - 

Wholesale Service Delivery a t  Qwest Services Corporations, a unit of Qwest 

My business address is 1005 17th Street, Room 1750, Denver, Colorado 80202. 

1 am the Dcdarant i n  connection with Sections III(A) and (C) of this Reply 

Dccla ration 



4. The purposc of this Reply Declaration is to respond to 

a~gu incn t s  ixgarding OSS and ED1 documentation raised in the  Comments of 

\VorltlConi, Inc. and  the  accompanying Declaration of Sherry Lichtenberg, 

and  to respond to  the  Comments of AT&T regarding certain loop qualification 

1:inguage i n  Qwcst's Oregon SGXT. ' Information relevant to thcsc 

(:ontentions (,hat is a l i tady in thc rcxord of th is  proceeding generally will not 

he repeated in this Reply Dcclnriltion. 

1.  El 11 IIOC IJM 1'; YTiI'Fl ON 

5. The Commission already ha s  evaluated the  adequacy of 

Qwcst's ED1 docurnentation and concluded that, it meets the  requirements of 

Sc'clion 271. Specifically, thc Commi ion held t ha t  "Qwest provides 

sufficient documentation to allow competitive LECs to design their  OSS 

int,erfaccs." The Commission relied heavily on the fact that numerous 

CLECs had successfully dcvclopcd ED1 interfaces and gone into production 

using those interfaces. ' As discussed in the OSS Declaration, as of December 

I, 2002, a total of 31 individual CLECs had done so, and the  transaction 

volumes transmitted were suhst,antial. 

2 



6. KPhIG a n d  Hewlett-Packard (“HP”), the pseudo-CLEC in 

the Regional Ovcrsight Committee (“ROC”) Third Party Test,, also concluded 

that Qwest’s documentat,ion was adequate to enable n CLEC to build a n  ED1 

interface. 

documcntation and working with Qwest’s ED1 implementation t,eam. 

conducted certification activities for ii broad range of products (including 

LJNE-P) over the ED1 interface it  had constructed, across four IMA-ED1 

releases. ’ I t  is also noteworthy that at least one CLEC and a pseudo-CLEC 

have been ahlc to construct and  implement a n  ED1 interface using Qwcst’s 

HP also successfully built an ED1 interface using Qwest’s ED1 

HP 

documentat,ion in a relatively- short time. 

7. U’orldCom suggests in its Comments that  because 

Wol-ldCom is targeting mass market customers through UNE-P, it 

experienced problcms with Qwest’s ED1 documentation that  other CLECs 

would not have had occasion to experience. 

evidence that other CLECs have successfully built ED1 interfaces using 

U’orldCom implies that  

See id. a t  11.1 G 3 G - G  13 

I d  at, 11 639. 

For three u t  the fuuv  rpleasep, the products on which HI’ conducted certification 
activities included [!NE-P. 11s noted in the OSS Declaration a t  11 639, the products on which 
HP conducted cel.t l f lcation ncthvities on can be found in the Final Kcport a t  Table 12R-1.1 (P- 
C1,EC TM,4.l<DI i ’ e ~ t ~ t l ~ d  ~ ~ L l l l ~ t l i J i l ~ i ~ l t ~ ) .  Lliiring this test, HP certified 13 pre-order 
rransactlims. IC; products. a n d  five post-order transactions. See id. a t  12-B-11 ~ 12 (HP); 
Interim Report  of the P-(>I.EC, Vemiori 2.0, March 31, 2001 (“HP Interim Report”) 
(Attachment 5, Appendix G),  a t  6:j. 

Sw OSS Ilecl. a t  :! G33; Confdential Exhibit LN-OSS-155 (Expericnces ofT\ro 
(’LECs in linplomentlng ED1 Intcrfaces). 

\ .~(JVldCom Comments at  i-16, 8-:I, 1,ichtcntiei-g Dccl. at 11 2. 
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Qwest's ED1 documentation thcrcfore is invalid. ' The  reality does not bear 

out this  claim. I n  fact, high volumes of ED1 transactions have been 

successfully submitted before. As noted in the OSS Declaration, during the 

12-month period ending November 30, 2002, 21 individual CLECs had 

submitlcd i~ t,ot,al of 1,400,000 preorder transactions via ED1 a n d  22 

individual CLECs had submitted ii total of 700,000 order transactions via 

EDI. HP also submitted substantial  volumes of ED1 transactions in the  

Third Par ty  Test. Foi. Test 12, the Pre-Ordering, Ordering, a n d  Provisioning 

(POP) Functional Evaluat,ion, H P  k m s m i t t e d  a total of 17,486 prc-order 

t,ransactions v i a  ED1 ;rnd 9,656 order transactions over EDI.  ' '  

8. Moreovcr, many of the ordcr transactions submitt,ed by 

CLECs have heen for resale or IJNE-P. During the  12 month period ending 

January  31, 2003, a total of over 69,000 ED1 rcsalc POTS and ED1 UNE-P 

POTS conversion order transactions were submitted regionwide. ' 

9. Thus, there does not appear to be anything about volumes 

or t,he nature  of thc product or target customer base t ha t  would explain why 

WurldCom's experience in using Qwest's ED1 documentation would differ 

from tha t  of HP or the  other CLECs. As the  Department of Just ice observed, 

Id .  

OSS Decl. a t  1;633; Confident,iol E z h .  1,N-OSS-liiY (CLEC Pre-Ordcr Voluines): 
Confidential h h  h. LN-OSS- 154 (CLEC Prc-Ol,der \'olumes). 

Fi r~u l  Repor/, T:ihl~i  12-8 a n d  12-16 

'I'hc riumhcr of 'resale P O W  orders tr;insmittcd IS  relevant to IVorldCom's EUI 
docun~cnt;itiun point, since for piirposcs o t  ED1 docuincntation and interface coding, resale 
;rnd VNE-P orde1.s arc esaent~nlly the samc. 

4 



' Worldcum neither presents detailed underlying data nor explains why its 

experience using its own systems appears t,o have been more negative thnn 

that using Z-Tcl's systems." DOJ Evaluation at 8 n.32. Indeed, it was not 

until R-orldCom filed comments on October 15, 2002, in connection with thc 

iefilcd Qwcst nine-state application, that  any party took issue with Qwest,'s 

showing. Nor has any other party in connection with this application taken 

issue with the adequacy of Qwest's ED1 documentation. 

10. Because Qwcst's ED1 documentation is the same across 

its 14 states, the Commission's conclusion (and the results of the Third Party 

Test) apply cqually to  this Section 271 application. Nothing in Worldcorn's 

comments calls into question the Commission's previous conclusion. 

R'orldCom cites a few instances in which it alleges that its ED1 interface did 

not function correctly, and that its ordcrs for that  reason were rejected, citing 

alleged deficiencies in Qwest's ED1 documentation. " As discussed below, for 

the most. part t,he cited instances involved situations in which WorldCom 

intcrpreted the documentation in a way that other CLECs had not, and that 

Qwest had not anticipatctl. Qwest's ED1 implementation team has worked 

closely with WorldCom throughout its development process to help clear up 

any confusion that LT'orldCom might have experienced. This technical 

;issist;incc is a normal and integral part  of the interface development process. 

Qwest also revises the ED1 documentation on a going-forward basis as 

5 



needed. This also is ii normal part  of thc documentation development, proccss 

and is l o  be expccted. 

11. The change inanxgemcnt procedures, which were adopted 

cdlaborittively by the CLECs and Qwest, contemplate that  changes will be 

made tn thc documentation on a n  ongoing hasis where clarification or 

rc:vision is needed. 

that  issues identified during production will be relayed to CLECs who might 

be affected and that  changes to the systems and/or documentation may be 

made as a result. 

identified by CLECs during the ED1 development process is a n  expected and 

importilnt part of that  proce. 

12. 

The production support procedures also contemplate 

This responsivencss to documentation and other issues 

In  the Qiuest 271 Order, the Commission acknowledged 

that WorldCom’s change request regarding a single source for ED1 

documentation was being handlcd through the change management 

prcicess. ’ That change request (“CR’) has bccn discussed in several CMP 

meetings by CLECs and Qwest.  In the January 28, 2003, meeting, Qwest 

provided ii level of effort for the request and discussed with CLECs the 

St,? i’..q.. Change Managcnient  Ueclariition of‘ Dana L. Filip, Exhibit DLF-CMP-2, 
(>nest, Il’holcsalc Change Management Process Document, 3 8.1.5 (‘‘CAIP Framework’)). 

C3ZP FI-nmeworli at 9: 12. 

Sec Qwcst 271 OIder, 1: 55, n .180.  

I,!. 



ibility of breaking the CR into part,s so t ha t  it could bc implemcnted over 

t,hc s p x e  of more than one releasc. 

13. The most recent meeting on th is  CR was  held on  February 

20, 2003. The CLECs i i l ld  Qwcst will conduct further discussions at the  next 

CMP meeting i n  Alurch regarding the  formulation of the Worldcorn CR, and 

will discuss other ED1 documentation clarifications or format changes t ha t  

Qwest might be able to accomplish without R CR. The CMP part ies also 

agreed that,  il would be a good idea t o  develop ii process by which proposed 

clarifications to docurnentation or forinat changes could be brought before the 

QwcstiCLEC CMP group, so t ha t  CLECs would be able to have input on any 

changes. As is clear from thcse meetings, the CMP process provides a fomm 

for considering proposnls for change to the  format or  detail of ED1 

documentation, and  it, is iniport:mt for all CLECs to be aware  of the  need for 

and shape of any such documentation changes. 

14. The “ten guidelines” identified by WorldCom in i ts  

Commcnts :dso have bccn discussed a t  CMP meetings i n  connection with the 

Worldcorn CR. In  gcncral, Qwest already follows these principles when it 

See Keply Exh. LN-OSS-I (F:xcerpt from Systems Interactive Report for 

). This rshibit writ 
S(’K(]1)0;j002-Oj. Single Soui u,,cllltlct~t for rulllielllentlllg EDJ) (January 28, 2003, Meeting 

s thc iniiiutca of the CVP ineatings where thls CR was 
discussed. It can also be found a t  thc follou.ing URL: ~ ~ ~ W . q \ ~ e ~ t . C ~ i i ~ / W h 0 1 E 5 R l e / d ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l o a ~ s /  
~ ( ~ ( ) ~ ~ C l i i l J / ( ~  -~ I 3E(:~bvestCh~ P SI s t r  ins] 11 teractive Kupiwt. PIIF. 

S w  i d  (J:inuary 28, 2003 Meeting Mlnutcs). The WorldCo~ii guidelmes also were 
discusscd at the most recent CXIP meeting, on February 20, 2003. The minutes for this 
meeting uerc not yet available a t  the time this Declaration \vas filed, but  will be available 

(’lX(:13wcsti:MP S ~ s t c ~ i i ~ l n t e ~ . ~ c t i v e R c p o r . t . P I ~ P .  
soon a t  the folloning IrRL: w~. f ia l t i idownlo~id~/2OOZ/c~~~pi  

r 
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clarifies or  revises its documentation, and has done so for some time now. 

Qwest has agreed to address thcsc principles when t,he WorldCom CR is 

worked. 

1 1 .  01-:111m IZEJ I',("I-s w<i,;im,w 'Io IWI I ) ~ ) ( : : u ~ q I ~ N 7 ' . 2 r ~ i ( ~ N  

\. j""!;iLiiri~ I d i . ! i  i 

15. Conversion orders submitted through Qwest's OSS 

currently require a carrier to distinguish between the fcaturcs the end user 

wishcs to retain (based on its existing service) and new features the end user 

seeks to add.  This requires the carrier t o  identify the existing features on the 

elid user's account hy cxamining the CSR. The CSR for a single line account 

typically identifies each feature without repeating the telephone number 

("TN") nftcr it bccausc, by definition, each such fcnture is associakd with 

that  single line. For multi-line account,s, the CSR lists the TN aftcr each 

feature so i t  is clear to which line that feat,ure applies. 

16. Although Qwest's ED1 documentation does not explicitly 

distinguish hetween the feature detail on the CSR for single- and multi-line 

accounts, the difference should have been taken into account by CLECs. This 

is beciiusc Qwest's Dcveloper Worksheets, which are part of the ED1 

S<Y, i d .  ( January  28, 2003 Mcctlng Minutes) 

I V h i l e  i t  is possible tor il single-llnr account to include thc TN after f ea tu re  
inbi~mation ( i f  the order was  cudcd tha t  way), thc absence of a TN after cer ta ln  features docs 
nut meal?  t h a t  those f ea tu res  do not exist on the  account. WorldCom programn~cd its ED1 to 
t rca t  only those features  fdlowed by TNs as exist ing fea tures ,  but  thIs assumption IS 

incoi'rcct and shotdd not have bccn made.  
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Disclosure Documcnt. identify feature detail as “optional,” which means  tha t  

ii fecat,ure c a n  appear on a CSR without additional detail such a s  a TN. 

17.  WorldC’om apparently designed its ED1 interface to  seek 

a n d  extract fpaturc information only when associated with a TN, which, as 

noted ;rbove, occurs primarilj. in conncction with multi-line accounts. 

According t,o WorldCom, hecause featurc information for single line accounts 

does iiot always include the  T N  after each feature, WorldCom’s ordcrs for 

single line accounts did not identify any existing features a n d  t h u s  

designated all of the  features the  end user w a s  ordering as new. This, in turn, 

prevented WorldCom’s orders from correctly distinguishing between features 

the  cnd user wished to retain and those it  sought to add,  resulting in a reject 

when the  ordcr was submitted. 

18. When A’orldCom not,ified Qwest tha t  it  was  experiencing 

these rejections, Qwest agreed to make i ts  ED1 Development Team available 

t o  assist WorltlCom during the weekend it planned to code its changes. ” But ,  

WorldCom did not contact Qwest’s ED1 Development Tcam t h a t  weekend, 

and RorldCnm now d leges  that, $west “refused to  announce” the difficulties 

I,N-OSS-9 (IMz\-El)l Appendix A - Developer Workshccts ~ Pre-Order) 
Dlsclusurc Ducument)  a t  App. A. p. 40. 

Sw WurldCoiii Coinrnents a t  9-10, Lichtenbcrg Decl. a t  11 8 

Althuugh Qwest’s service iuinager a t  first indicated to  WorldCom that she believed 
(IYK distinctions bctween single- and molti-line accounts were limited to the Eastcrn region, 
rhc tuld WorldColn tha t  shc wvuld  have tu investigate the mat te r  further.  The very next day, 
d t c x  i.eceiv1ing additional informat~on from lVorld(loin, she iiotiticd WorldCom that the 
distinctions applicd to all  r eg~ons .  



WorldCom cxpericnced t o  other CLECs. ~ But,  as noted above, Qwest’s ED1 

Devcloper Worksheets already identify fcaturc detail as “optional.” Moreover, 

Qwcst notified the CLEC community of a proposed change to the  PCAT to 

atid clarifying information ahout the difference between single- and multi-line 

iiccounts on Fchruarg 17, 2003. ’ Based on CMP guidelines, the  change will 

hecome effective no 1;itt.r than  hlarch 10, 2003, after CLECs have had an  

oppoytunity to comment. ’ So,  conhxry to WoildCom’s assertions, Qwest has 

made the distinction het,ween single- and multi-line accounts in this context 

readily apparcnt to CLECs. 

H. ,.ti  to"^ X i . ~ i ~ ~ h < ~ t . >  

19. Qwest’s documcntat.ion specified that ,  when placing a n  

order for call forwarding, the old “forw ard to” number (which currently must  

hc providcd) needs t o  include ten, not ju s t  seven, digits. Specifically, the 

negotiated husincss rules in $west’s ED1 Disclosure Document specify tha t  

feature idcntificatinn detail accompanying call forwarding USOCs (CFN, 

CFNB and CFND) should includc ten digit,s. 

Sw 1Z’ul.ldCom Couinieiits a t  11, I,ichtenberg Dccl. a t  7 12 

I’cr l\,,rldCum’s request, end  in order to allow all CLECs to be able to cummcnt on 
thr proposcd dncuinentation update,  Qwest issued R Level I1 product and process change 
notlflcation rather t , h m  :I Lewl  1 notificntion. ’1 1 , e d  I notification would have enabled 
@est to  cffectuate the change nirire quickly hecause Ixvel  I changes do not requirc  CLEC 
lrlpllt. 

:j. <?/so ut,ni/uble (It  
Scv Keply Exh.  LN-2 (Proposed Uocumcntation Change for Feature  Identlflcation) a t  

.c~1111 : / \~holrsaleicmrii  rcvieiv.13 tinl. 

Sw Qwcst I\-, Att. 5. 4 p p .  P (Qwest, ED1 Disclosure Uocun~ent)  a t  Appendix C, p. 125, 
refcurnce l i nc  (10, ulso ir iwilribie OI, WWLV usn ~ i i / d ~ ~ c l u s u r c s / i i e t d ~ ~ ~ l v s u ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ) . h ~ ~ ~ ]  

10 



20. Moreover, Qwcst is implementing a CMP CR, with a 

target dale of February 28, 2003, thilt will relax the edit that currently 

requires a ten  digit telephone number. 

Eschclon, submitted a request through CMP tha t  old "forward to" numbers 

110 longer requirc ten digits on orders for call forwarding. But,  when th is  CR 

W R S  discussed a t  a Change hlanageinent meeting in July 2002, it was 

prioritized ;IS 3C;t,h (out of 60 CRs) by all CLECs, and,  notably, even lower 

(42nd out o f60  CRs) by \Z'orldCom. Eschelon's CR therefore did not qualify 

for ED1 version 12.0 and instead became a candidate for ED1 version 13.0. " 

Because this  issue has since grown in importance to CLECs, Qwest is, as 

notcd above, implement,ing the change on a n  expedit,ed basis with a target  

date of February 28, 2003. 

I n  June  2002, a different CLEC, 

21. Qwcst's implementation of a "Migrate-as-Specified" 

feature in ED1 version 12.0 should also help resolve WorldCom's concerns in 

this  area, a s  CLECs will no longer have to distinguish between new and  

existing features; nor will CLECs h;rve to idcntifji the "change from" existing 

s ' t ,  ikpi! l hh .  LIW ( h c e r p t  [r0111 Systems I n t e ~ a c t ~ v e  Report for SCI1062iU2-09ES. 
I{claxiiiu t h c  Edit  011 l'cn Digit " l"orwa1~d To"  Numbers),  also i~,i;oilablc at 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' . q i ~ ~ ~ ' s t . c o m / w h ~ ~ l c s w l ~ ! ~ ~ m ~ ~ / c l ~ : ~ n ~ i j ~ c q  tiest. h M .  

Yotahly, when t h i s  CR was prioritized by CI,ECs for Ell1 version 13.0 on December 
19. 1002 (which prcdated M'orldCom's initiation of new, conversion a n d  disconncct orders in 
Qwest's rcglon by less thni i  four weeks). M'orldCoin still prioritized i t  a t  a relatively low 1.1 
(out of' 50 CRY). 
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feature dctail when making chitllgcs (such as changing thc call "forward to" 

number) on their conversion LSRs. " 

111. OTHER OSS 1SSUli.S RAISED IN T H E  COMMENTS 

i 
1 

22. A'orldCom claims that its orders requiring a "Touch Tone 

Business" ("TTB") USOC were rejected in Orcgon because Qwest did not 

properly code its back-end tables to accept that, USOC in that statc. '' The 

majority of Qwcst's sj.stc:ins no longer require the submission of a TTB USOC 

with iin order because touch tone service is now standard in most states. 

Neverlheless, the TTB USOC is required in certain areas, including locations 

in South Dakota. 

23. Init,ially, Qwest incorrect,lg informed WorldCom that the 

TTB LJSOC W;IS required in Orcgon, but Qwest rectified the matter 

expeditiuusly. When \%'orldConi began submitting ordcrs with TTB USOC 

based on information provided by Qwest, WorldCom expcrienced rejects and 

reported this to Qwest on Januilry 21, 2003. To resolve this, Qwest agreed to  

add the TTB USOC to the necessary tables in Oregon a few days later, by 

January 27, 2003, to allow the LSRs to be acccpted in that state. As a result, 

i t  I S  t1uc  C I C W  to ~ r i e a t  \\hy \l'oIldCo111 believes that the "IZIigrate-as-Specified" 
f c n t u w  Q w c s t  plans to implcliient in EUI version 12.0 wil l  c o n t m u e  to require  feature detail 
t n v  "coinpler" fcatiircs such a s  call forwarding.  See WorldCom a t  1.1. Lichtenberg Decl. a t  1: 
19. '1'0 hc c l c x .  carriers \vi11 not be wqutred to spccify an old "forward to" n u m b e r  when  
using '.Rligr3te-as-Spccified." Only the ncw c d l  "forward to" number will, of course, be 
i'eq uired. 

Sw \ZbrldCoin a t  11-15, 1,ichtetibet.g Decl. at  1111 20.21 

12 



Tl-orldCom w a s  able to coiitiiiuc ordering without modifying its internal 

procedures and without experiencing any affect on the provisioning process. 

Without providing a n y  specifics, WorldCom claims that ,  24. 

beginning Fchruary- 1, 2003, orders cont,aining "RCU'  ' and  "NKS" ' '  USOCs 

wcre rcjccted in R manncr "similar" to  its TTB-related rejects. 

t,o the RCU USOC, Qwest's PCAT states clearly t ha t  Call Curfew ~ the  

feature associated wit,h the RCU USOC - uscs Qwest's Advanced Intelligence 

Network and therefore is not available for UNE-P orders, which are the  type 

of ordcrs If'orldCorn submits. " Thus, to the extent WorldCom was  

submitling UNE -P  orders with KCU USOCs, they could not have been 

accepted by Qwest's systems and should have bccn ~ and  indeed were ~ 

With respect 

rejected. 

25. As for WorldCom's claim regarding the  NKS USOC, 

Qwcst's PCAT could have been clearer, but this issue affected only a small  

numher of M'orldCom orders. Specifically, between J anua ry  18 and  February 

14, 2003, only four WorldCom orders were rejected because of the inclusion of 

an  N I S  USOC. Both NKS and the  IJSOC "NKM" represent the  Caller ID 

Blocking feature; but, service provisioned through UNE -P  rcquires t ha t  the 

Qtvcst 's KCU USOC relates to a "Call Curfew" feature, \vhich enables end uscrs to 
set  time-of-diij, resti.ictions on incuming and outgoing calls. 

Q1vest.s N;RS LrSOC re1;rtc.s to A "Caller ID Blucking" feature 

Scv LVorldCom at 15, Lichtcnherg Uecl. a t  1; 22 

Sw Ca I1 (' urfe w Section of f'C:;IT, C J ~  .oikr blc r r  l x!v\z .q \vcs t .com!!vhule sale-! 
ka t m s / C : i  I I c 11 rfc \Y ~ lit in ! : CI NE-I' See  tiun of T'CAT, u caikr ble C J ~  ww\r_Lwes t.com/rr holesa IC/ 
Elt/unci)&tr;.htm! (noting that "prodcccts that are  not available with UNE-P . . . [include] . . . 
Advanced Intelligent Net\vovl; (AIN) sewiccs"). 
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N I a l  IJSOC be used. L\70rldCo~n, which uses UNE-P, submitted orders for 

(kller ID Blocking with t.he NKS, not " V I ,  USOC, which is why those 

orders were rejected. 

26. Qwcst has notified CLECs that it has initiated a change 

to enable CLECs to use eit,hcr the NKS or NI(P\/I USOC to  request Caller ID 

Blocking. " Qwest also has made clear to CLECs that,  in the interim, they 

should use only the NIiM LJSOC to request this feature. ' '  Specifically, on 

February 25, 2003, Qwest issued ii notice pursuant to the CMP initiating its 

change. Pursuant to  the CMP, CLECs will have 15 days to submit comments 

o n  Qwest's nolice, and Qwest will then have 15 days to respond to the CLECs' 

commcnts with a final proposal notice. From that point, Qwest's final notice 

will become effcctive 16 days thereaftcr, which means that the option of 

submit,ting either USOC should be available by A 4 p d  11, 2003, a t  the latest. 

The implementation of this change should resolve any conccrns CLECs may 

have about which USOC they should be submitt,ing. 

I?. k ;4 i i Zi :i i#,l,i m'i) k '  s4' ('Oil d Lain C.5 

27. WvrldCom contends that some of its orders are rejected 

because it is unable to validate addresses for second lines by inputting the 

$$vest 1c:lIncd rhai \TorldCon> was s imply  cupyng the  USOCs from t h e  existing 
account tr t,hc account  i t  \\as convert ing.  Th i s  rcsul tcd  in  WorldCom reques t ing  t h e  NIiS 
I:SOC evcii though i t s  u s e  of L'M-I' required i t  to use  t,hc NKM CISOC. 

Rcply E x h .  CLU-.l (CMP Kotice on NI<M/NIiS USOC). E i t h e r  IJSOC wlll provide t h e  
Caller If) Blocking functionnli ly.  Allowing thc use of e ~ t h c r  USOC will facil i tate conversions 
t o  LIKE-1' w h e n  CT>ECs s in~ply  copy t h e  VSOC from t h e  exls tmg account .  

Sm, i d  

14 



end user's telephone number into PREMIS, which is the data sourcc for 

$nest 's address validation tool I t  is unclear to  $west, however, why 

WorldCom insists on using Qwest,'s address validation tool in this manner. 

$west's documentation states explicilly that, address validation by TN can 

only lie pcxrfornied on "Xlain" or "Billing" telephone numbe 

do not qualify as "hlain" or "Billing" telephone numbers, which is why they 

should hc validated Iiy address. 

Second lines 

28.  Qwesl's address validation tool is not well-suited for 

address validation by TN bccause its source is a n  address database 

(PREXIIS) that does not contain all working serviccs or telephone numbers 

for a given address. Qwest,'s documentation t,herefore informs CLECs to  

validate addresses by typing the end user's address, rat,her than TN, into the 

tool. ' Nevcrtheless, WorldCom seems to insist on attempting to validate end 

user address information by TN. But doing so, as WorldCom now realizes, is 

not opt,ini;il b c ~ a u s e  not all TNs can be accommodated ~ and thus be read by 

- the address validation tool. 

2:). WorldCom claims that the process of typing end user 

addresses (rather than TNs) into the address validation tool is cumbersomc 

sc1, i\~OddcOrll i 5 ~ i c i ,  I . ~ C I I ~ C I I ~ ~ V ~  Dcci. :it lill 23-25 

S,r, !\ttiichment 5 .  :\ppendiw P (Qwes t  ED1 Disclosure Document) a t  Chapter 4 . 1 .  
page 2 .  first paragraph; ulso owiiable  iii wc\w.iis 
nctdisclos~ire_ IO5j.h tin 1; sw a h  Pre-ordering Overvlew PCAT, Frequently Asked Questions 
(FAQs) No. 1. acniloblc nt \\'~.\~.~l\\.est_~o~!!!i\z:h_okqnLe/clecsl preordennr. h tml .  

t.com :/disclosures/ 

Pi.eciae addresses may not he nuailatlle for certain rural end users whose premises 
in:i)~. for c~x:iiiiplc. he identified by milepost o l m g  a h ighway .  
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and  pronr t,o keystroke errors by its service iepresentativcs. ~ But such 

kcyst,mke errors are equally possible when typing TNs, and WorldCom offers 

no evidence that the former would lcird to  fewer keystroke errors than the 

IaItcr. Rcgardlcss, the “ne;i~-miitch” capability of $west,’,? address validat,ion 

tool ~ which results in multiple potential responses heing returned when 

minor keystroke errors are made ~ renders U‘orldCom’s argument moot. In 

fact, WorldCom can use the ncar match capability to select the correct 

and t,hen automatically populate the address fields on t,he LSR. 

30. Even though the FCC has never required it,, see Qwest 271 

Order. at 11 56, Qwcst is scheduled to implement a Migrate-by-TN function in 

ED1 vcrsion 12.0, which will enable CLECs to  submit UNE-P conversion 

LSRs based o n  the TN and minimal address information. 

‘ ,  
t~ 

31. WorldCom complains that  it takes $west too long to 

update CSR information, and that the requirements for submitting 

subsequent, requests on a conversion LSR before the CSR has been updated is 

cumbcrsome. 

subsequent orders before the CSR has been updated, and, thus, the process 

But CLECs use the same process a s  Qwest to submit 

cannot be ~ and is not - discriminat,ory. 

32. Ncvcrtheless, to improve the CLEC experience in this 

iii’ea, Qwcst expects to implement ;in additional system capability in ED1 



vcrsion 12.0 l o  simplify the process for submitting subsequent LSRs for such 

ordcrs. This change will c r eak  i i  new field t o  allow CLECs to  specify that  the 

LSR suhmittcd is a subsequent change to a pending order. This will prevent 

Qwest’s OSS from runn ing  an “ownership” check on such ordcrs before 

g. making the submission of such ordcrs easier. 

i t ?  O ~ . < ~ ; ~ < > ~ i  “SC;;4’I‘ 

33. AT&T claims that Qwcst’s SGAT in Oregon does not 

include Scction 9.2.2.2.1.1, which c m  be found in all other Qwest state 

SGATs and permits CTXCs to  ohtain information on spare copper facilities 

whcrc Qwcst has deployed significant am0unt.s of Integrated Digital Loop 

Carrier (“IDLC”) t,echnology so thcy can determine whethcr t,here are 

facilit,ies that  can readily iicconimodate advanced services such as Digital 

Suhscrihrr Line (‘‘DSL’). 

34. To minimize confusion in the course of its Section 271 

procccding, Qwest would modify its SGAT to reflect only (1) those terms 

agreed to by all parties, or (2) terms specified by the PUC. As a result, it 

appears that Section !1.2.2.2.1.1 -which was neit,her subject to agreement by 

t,he parties (it was init,ially opposed by AT&T) nor specified by the PUC for 

inclusion ~ was omitted from Qwest’s SGAT in Oregon. ”’ Nevertheless, the 

Scc ,ZT&T Comnients a t  2 9 4 0 ,  

I m t e  t,liat i n  the C O L I ~ S C  of investigating this issue. Qwcst discuvered that it had 
in;idvertc>ntly h i l e d  to  include in  the 01.egon SGAT the  provision under which CLECs m a y  
request iiti a t idi t  of Qwest ’s  f a c l l i t m  if they disagree w i t h  loop qualification information 
returncd b y  Qwcst.  T h a t  provision w x  added to thc Oregon SGAT on February 21, 2003. 
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option of obtaining this typc of informat,ion has been available to CLECs in 

Orcgnn and clscwhcrc sincc: August 2001. Qwcst corrected this omission by 

filing a n  iiinciidmcnt to its SGAT in Oregon on Fcbruary 21, 2003. This 

amendment, assuming it is approved hy the Oregon PUC on March 31, will 

become effective on April 1, 8003. 

Scc Orcgon SGAT at 9.2.2.8. This olmssion did not adversely affect CLECs because the right 
1.0 audit ha.; been umversaliy av: r i l~hle  throughout $west's region since inid-2002. 
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Notarianni & Doherty Checklist I tem 2 OSS Reply Declaration 

VERIFICATION 

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and 

correct. 



~ 

Notananni R: Doherty Checklist Item 2 OSS Reply Declaration 

VERIFICATION 

1 declarc under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is  true 

and correct. 

Christie L. Doherty \ 

Executed on 2 - 2 q~ 1-03 


